Abstract: Renewable energy is a wide topic in environmental engineering and management science. Photovoltaic (PV) power has had great interest and growth in recent years. The energy produced by the PV system is intermittent and it depends on the weather conditions, presenting lower levels of production than other renewable resources (RESs). The economic feasibility of PV systems is linked typically to the share of self-consumption in a developed market and consequently, energy storage system (ESS) can be a solution to increase this share. This paper proposes an economic feasibility of residential lead-acid ESS combined with PV panels and the assumptions at which these systems become economically viable. The profitability analysis is conducted on the base of the Discounted Cash Flow (DCF) method and the index used is Net Present Value (NPV). The analysis evaluates several scenarios concerning a 3-kW plant located in a residential building in a PV developed market (Italy). It is determined by combinations of the following critical variables: levels of insolation, electricity purchase prices, electricity sales prices, investment costs of PV systems, specific tax deduction of PV systems, size of batteries, investment costs of ESS, lifetime of a battery, increases of self-consumption following the adoption of an ESS, and subsidies of ESS. Results show that the increase of the share of self-consumption is the main critical variable and consequently, the break-even point (BEP) analysis defines the case-studies in which the profitability is verified.
Introduction
Energy scarcity and climate change are urgent issues worldwide and the development of renewable resources (RESs) aims to achieve a sustainable energy system [1, 2] . Solar photovoltaic (PV) energy generates renewable electricity by converting energy from the sun. The PV sector has demonstrated significant progress in recent years, reaching more than 402 gigawatts (GW) of installed capacity in 2017. China (131.1 GW), United States (51 GW), Japan (49 GW), Germany (42.4 GW), Italy (19.7 GW) and India (18.3 GW) cover about 77% of the global power installed [3] .
A life cycle assessment, conducted on solar PV systems, quantified the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions equal to 10.5-50 g CO 2 eq/kWh [4] . This environmental effect is balanced by reduction of GHG emissions determined by the use of PV plants as alternative to fossil fuels [5] . GHG emissions released by oil, petrol and natural gas vary from 443 g CO 2 eq/kWh to 1050 g CO 2 eq/kWh [6] .
The reduction of cost of PV modules has driven the economic competitiveness of PV systems [7] . In fact, the price of residential PV system is decreased of about 80% from 2008 to 2016 in most competitive markets [8] . Several countries have reduced the remuneration for feeding electricity into authors to underline that each installation requires a realistic economic estimation. The second work considers two possible storage scenarios (household energy storage and community energy storage) suitable to residential electricity prosumers.
A comparison among European countries is investigated by the authors of [50] . The profitability of integrated systems is verified only in Germany and Spain. Discounted Payback Time varies from 15 to 26 years. Other works show that integrated PV-ESS can be profitable. This is verified in territories characterized by higher electricity prices and lower FIT values than European conditions [51, 52] .
From one side, the economic analysis is proposed by several authors. From the other side, the uncertainty is a typical element of this analysis. The wide variety of scenarios is proposed by [33] . Authors propose four groups of scenarios for economic analysis: (i) selling of energy, (ii) self-consumption without storage, (iii) self-consumption with storage, and (iv) Net Metering Scheme. The best economic performance is reached when it is considered self-consumption without storage. Basically, batteries are unprofitable due to the short lifetime and high costs.
Similar results are obtained also in other works. The results show that profitability of PV systems is greater than PV with battery storage. Critical variables are the demand of the households, self-consumption rates, investment costs and electricity prices [53] . The key-role of the savings in electricity bills and consequently the impact of self-consumption rates is investigated by the authors of [54] .
Several countries proceed with the adoption of subsidies for integrated PV battery systems. This choice is strategic to increase the share of self-consumption and the FIT scheme is the most effective [55] . The value of subsidies is calculated equal to the difference between the installments paid for the integrated system and the savings obtained from the electricity bill [56] . Two tools are provided to develop the integrated systems. The first is represented by a regional subsidy that provides fund non-repayable of up to 50% of the initial investment cost. The second is a subsidized tax deduction equal to 50% (instead of 36%) and it is cumulative with the previous. The profitability is verified in several scenarios. NPV varies from −317 € to 5136 € [57] . 
Methodology
DCF is a wide economic assessment method that is used to estimate the attractiveness of an investment opportunity [58] . The determination of the investor's cash flows is based on the incremental approach and an appropriate cost opportunity of capital is used to aggregate cash flows. This method considers only cash inflows and outflows.
NPV is defined as the sum of the present values of the individual cash flows and it is the financial indicator used in this work [59] . It is equal to difference between discounted cash inflow (DCI) and discounted cash outflow (DCO). Initially, the decision-maker considers the profitability of a PV system. When the condition of financial feasibility is verified, the following step is represented by the application of an ESS.
The following step is to evaluate if the profitability of an integrated PV-ESS is greater or lower than the PV plant. NPV(PV+ESS) is given by the sum of NPV(PV) and NPV(ESS)-see Equation (1) incremental approach and an appropriate cost opportunity of capital is used to aggregate cash flows. This method considers only cash inflows and outflows. NPV is defined as the sum of the present values of the individual cash flows and it is the financial indicator used in this work [59] . It is equal to difference between discounted cash inflow (DCI) and discounted cash outflow (DCO). Initially, the decision-maker considers the profitability of a PV system. When the condition of financial feasibility is verified, the following step is represented by the application of an ESS.
The following step is to evaluate if the profitability of an integrated PV-ESS is greater or lower than the PV plant. NPV(PV+ESS) is given by the sum of NPV(PV) and NPV(ESS)-see Equation (1) The economic evaluations of PV systems are widely discussed in the literature [60, 61] . The main revenues are subsidies or the percentage of self-consumption in function of developing or developed markets, while operative costs are basically lower than investment ones.
The adoption of storage is characterized by two items of revenue in a market without direct subsidies: (i) fiscal detraction and (ii) saving energy through internal consumption. The Italian Council of Ministers has approved a 50% tax deduction (compared to the usual 36%) for ESS. It is divided into ten equal yearly amounts. The application of an ESS increases the share of selfconsumption saving money on the electricity bills [62] . The price of installations of ESS depends by several parameters. It ranges from 1741 € to 2508 € considering a 3-kW plant with a battery capacity of 1.5 kWh and 6 kWh, respectively. The mathematical model used to evaluate the profitability of PV plant combined with energy storage is reported as follows:
NPV(PV + ESS) = NPV(PV) + NPV(ESS)
(1)
NPV(PV) = DCI(PV) − DCO(PV)
DCI(PV) = ∑ (ω , × E , × p + ω × E , × p )
NPV(ESS) = DCI(ESS) − DCO(ESS)
PV system is profitable PV system is unprofitable
Integrated PV-ESS is more profitable than PV system PV system is more profitable than integrated PV-ESS NPV (ESS) > 0 Integrated PV-ESS can be profitable Figure 1 . Decision-making process-adapted from [57] .
The economic evaluations of PV systems are widely discussed in the literature [60, 61] . The main revenues are subsidies or the percentage of self-consumption in function of developing or developed markets, while operative costs are basically lower than investment ones.
The adoption of storage is characterized by two items of revenue in a market without direct subsidies: (i) fiscal detraction and (ii) saving energy through internal consumption. The Italian Council of Ministers has approved a 50% tax deduction (compared to the usual 36%) for ESS. It is divided into ten equal yearly amounts. The application of an ESS increases the share of self-consumption saving money on the electricity bills [62] . The price of installations of ESS depends by several parameters. It ranges from 1741 € to 2508 € considering a 3-kW plant with a battery capacity of 1.5 kWh and 6 kWh, respectively. The mathematical model used to evaluate the profitability of PV plant combined with energy storage is reported as follows:
Starting with this model and considering cash inflows and outflows, it is possible also to define the BEP. This is the point at which a project becomes profitable, when forecasted revenues exactly equal the estimated total costs [40] . This value is calculated in terms of self-consumption (w self,c ) in PV systems and in terms of the increase of self-consumption (∆w self,c ) in an integrated PV-ESS project. The rate of self-consumption represents the amount of self-generated electricity that is consumed locally [63] .
A PV small size equal to 3 kW (S), typically used in the residential sector, is considered in this paper. The baseline scenario estimates a w self,c equal to 30% [60] . The definition of battery size (B) and the increase of self-consumption (∆w self,c ) following the adoption of ESS are chosen according to approach proposed by [34] . For example, a battery size of 1 kWh implies that the ratio between the kWh battery capacity and the installed kW PV (B/S) is equal to 1 and the ∆w self,c is equal to 20%. The four alternative scenarios determined by variation of battery size are proposed as follows:
• B/S = 0.5 (→∆w self,c = 15%).
• B/S = 1.0 (→∆w self,c = 20%).
• B/S = 1.5 (→∆w self,c = 30%).
• B/S = 2.0 (→∆w self,c = 40%).
The economic and technical input data used in this analysis are defined in Table 2 . The PV system's lifetime is estimated at 20 years, the ESS's useful life is estimated at 6 or 8 years and the opportunity cost of capital is 5%. The selling of energy not self-consumed is calculated according to the approach used by the authors of [60] . The value proposed is greater than the market one because it is considered the contribution related to the net metering scheme which hypothesizes an increase of the energy price produced and sold to the grid.
Investment costs are defined by the literature review, and similar values are proposed in a real market. The entire investment cost is covered by third party funds. It is composed of two components: loan capital share (C lcs ) and loan interest share (C lis ). The amount of energy produced is calculated with the approach used by [60] .
All input factors of E out are hypothesized fixed and values chosen according to scientific works. In particular, new estimates define significant increases of some variables as crystalline PV module efficiency equal to 20% proposed by Norwegian company REC. At the laboratory level, 21.9% and 21.3% are obtained by Fraunhofer Institute and Trina Solar, respectively [64]. The energy produced by a plant, located in a territory with a level of insolation of 1300 kWh/(m 2 ·year), is equal to 4195 kWh/year during the first year and 3602 kWh/year during the twentieth year because an efficiency reduction factor, is considered. The values of levels insolation are reported in the function of year and for this motive, and the numbers of working days are included in this parameter.
The PV power output curves play a key role in decision making; in fact, the ability of ESS is to match the PV power and load of the building [28, 65] . This step is fundamental for defining the share of self-consumption. However, in the context of this work, the approach proposed by the authors of [34] is adopted. A specific value of the ratio B/S, the value of ∆ω self,c is chosen according to results proposed by the analysis of different case studies. This limit is exceeded by a dynamic approach in which both different levels of insolation and several increases of self-consumption are considered [40] . 
Results
The aim of this work is to propose an economic analysis of solar PV panels combined with energy storage in a residential building. Giving the model assumptions and input data defined in the previous section, NPV and BEP for 3-kW plants are proposed in Figure 2 . 
The aim of this work is to propose an economic analysis of solar PV panels combined with energy storage in a residential building. Giving the model assumptions and input data defined in the previous section, NPV and BEP for 3-kW plants are proposed in Figure 2 . Italy present different average annual insolation (tr) due to conformation, and for this reason, three different values are considered in this work [40] :
• Low insolation-1300 kWh/(m 2 ·year).
• Medium insolation-1450 kWh/(m 2 ·year).
• High insolation-1600 kWh/(m 2 ·year).
The financial feasibility of PV plants is verified in the baseline scenario, and the values range from 263 € per kW installed to 750 € per kW installed for the 3-kW plant. BEP analysis proposes the values in which the profitability is verified and these values highlight that the idea of implementing a PV system without self-consumption is not feasible (in fact, in this case NPV is negative). The BEP (in terms of wself,c) that gives a NPV(PV) equal to 0 € varies from 8% with tr = 1600 kWh/(m 2 ·year) to 18% with tr = 1300 kWh/(m 2 ·year).
After the evaluation of PV investments, the following step is represented by the definition of economics resulting by the application of an ESS applied to the PV plant ( Figure 3) . Italy present different average annual insolation (t r ) due to conformation, and for this reason, three different values are considered in this work [40] :
•
High insolation-1600 kWh/(m 2 ·year).
The financial feasibility of PV plants is verified in the baseline scenario, and the values range from 263 € per kW installed to 750 € per kW installed for the 3-kW plant. BEP analysis proposes the values in which the profitability is verified and these values highlight that the idea of implementing a PV system without self-consumption is not feasible (in fact, in this case NPV is negative). The BEP (in terms of w self,c ) that gives a NPV(PV) equal to 0 € varies from 8% with t r = 1600 kWh/(m 2 ·year) to 18% with t r = 1300 kWh/(m 2 ·year).
After the evaluation of PV investments, the following step is represented by the definition of economics resulting by the application of an ESS applied to the PV plant ( Figure 3 ). Consequently, the decision-maker defines if the revenues derived from the increases of self-consumption justify or lessen the costs of the ESS that incurred during the lifetime of the PV system. As defined in Section 3, another item of revenue is the financial advantage linked to the tax deductions. Its specific value is assumed by policy-makers equal to 50% for investments made in the year zero and 36% for investments needed to replace batteries.
Typically, a baseline scenario is characterized by individual input data, but this work opts to, already in this phase, propose alternative case studies. They are equal to seventy-two determined by combinations of the following variables:
• In a case study regarding a specific consumer, it is possible to define exactly the sizing of systems that permits it to maximize technical and economic aspects [67] , but this is not true in a generic context. So, we followed the approach used by the authors of [34] , who proposed a value of battery capacity that ranges from half to double the PV power installed.
Finally, the literature proposes several values also for the increase of the self-consumption [34, 35] . The baseline values are increased and decreased by 5%.
The analysis of Figure 3 shows that all case-studies have revenues derived by the application of an ESS lower than relative costs and consequently, the profitability is never verified. As a result, there are no economic advantages according to the literature (see Table 1 ) in this baseline scenario when it is used with only a 50% subsidized tax deduction. However, other works underline the positive contribution of these systems:
For environmental issues, if a grid is not able to absorb all energy produced [68] .
For technological aspects, useful to the development of distributed generation and smart grids [69] .
For political questions, useful to energy independence [70] .
In this step of the work, NPV(PV + ESS) is calculated (Table 3) , starting by NPV(PV)-see Figure 2 -and NPV(ESS)-see Figure 3 .
For example, considering a 3-kW plant with t r = 1450 kWh/(m 2 ·year) and a 3 kWh battery storage capacity with N B = 6 years, characterized by an increase of self-consumption equal to 20%, the following financial result is obtained: The profitability of PV-integrated battery systems is verified in nineteen case-studies (26%).
However, the comparison between two investments alternative (PV or PV-ESS) shows that an investor opts to install only a PV plant. In fact, NPV(PV+ESS) is always lower than NPV(PV).
This result is determined by negative economic values of ESS. In fact, also the maximum value of NPV(PV+ESS) equal to 1667 € is lower than NPV(PV) equal to 2249 €. This scenario is verified when the critical variables assumed the maximum value: the ratio between the kWh battery capacity and the installed kW is 2, the lifetime of battery is 8 years, the insolation level is 1600 kWh/(m 2 ·year) and the increase of self-consumption is 45%.
The BEP (in terms of ∆w self,c ), that gives a NPV(ESS) equal to 0 €, assumes the following min-max values- Figure • 39-52% with the ratio B/S = 0.5 (the baseline value is equal to 15%).
• 43-58% with the ratio B/S = 1.0 (the baseline value is equal to 20%).
• 48->70% with the ratio B/S = 1.5 (the baseline value is equal to 30).
• 52->70% with the ratio B/S = 2.0 (the baseline value is equal to 40%). 
NPV(PV+ESS) >0 is denoted in italic. NPV(PV+ESS) > NPV(PV) is underlined and denoted in italic.

The profitability of PV-integrated battery systems is verified in nineteen case-studies (26%). However, the comparison between two investments alternative (PV or PV-ESS) shows that an investor opts to install only a PV plant. In fact, NPV(PV+ESS) is always lower than NPV(PV).
The BEP (in terms of ∆wself,c), that gives a NPV(ESS) equal to 0 €, assumes the following minmax values-Figure 4:
• 39-52% with the ratio B/S = 0.5 (the baseline value is equal to 15%).
• 52->70% with the ratio B/S = 2.0 (the baseline value is equal to 40%). From one side, the profitability is not verified in three case-studies also when all energy produced is stored (>70%). In fact, the maximum increase is equal to 70% considering that the initial self-consumption is equal to 30%.
From the other side, the difference between baseline value and percentages reported in Figure 3 is almost equal to 12% (given by the difference between 52% and 40%), when a capacity battery of 6 kWh is considered. This value become 18%, 23% and 24% when a capacity battery of 4.5 kWh, 3 kWh and 1.5 kWh, respectively, is evaluated. Values obtained are always greater than the baseline ones and the profitability is verified only with significant increases of self-consumption. From one side, the profitability is not verified in three case-studies also when all energy produced is stored (>70%). In fact, the maximum increase is equal to 70% considering that the initial self-consumption is equal to 30%.
From the other side, the difference between baseline value and percentages reported in Figure 3 is almost equal to 12% (given by the difference between 52% and 40%), when a capacity battery of 6 kWh is considered. This value become 18%, 23% and 24% when a capacity battery of 4.5 kWh, 3 kWh and 1.5 kWh, respectively, is evaluated. Values obtained are always greater than the baseline ones and the profitability is verified only with significant increases of self-consumption.
The consumer uses directly the electricity generated by a PV plant, when its demand is required during the solar production. If the electricity generation exceeds the household consumptions, it is either stored for later consumption or sold to the grid if the storage is loaded. Consequently, the increases of self-consumption are verified, when the energy demand is not concentrated in periods with low peaks of the energy supply.
Finally, if the consumer uses electricity in the periods of greatest solar productivity, the profitability of investments is characterized by more consistent returns. However, in this situation there is no need to store energy produced and consequently there is also a reduction of the advantage linked to the installation of an ESS. The same is verified also when the consumer uses intelligent machinery. This section proposes several case studies and the following step aims to extend the number of scenarios evaluated.
Sensitivity Analysis
NPV results are based on the assumptions of a set of input variables. Hence, a variance of the expected NPV could occur. This limitation can be overcome by implementing a sensitivity analysis on the critical variables [71] . This section is subdivided as follows:
1.
The variations of costs regarding ESS.
2.
The application of subsidies to ESS. 3.
The variation of revenues and costs regarding PV system.
Energy Storage System-Costs
Starting with the proposition that two critical variables regarding ESS are been already evaluated in the baseline scenario (the lifetime of the battery and battery storage capacities), in this sub-section the role of investment costs of the storage is evaluated [47, 66] . Two alternative and optimistic scenarios are proposed as follows:
This step of the work considers forty-eight case-studies determined by combinations of the following variables:
• Three levels of insolation.
• Two lifetimes of the battery.
• Four battery storage capacities.
• Two estimations of the battery cost.
The increase of the self-consumption is hypothesized fixed and it is equal to the baseline value. This limit is exceeded by the BEP analysis that will be proposed in the following step of this manuscript. According to previous approach, the economics of ESS ( Figure 5 ) and the financial feasibility of integrated PV-ESS (Table 4) 
ESS capacity = 3 kWh
Low insolation Nb=6years Low insolation Nb=8years Medium insolation Nb=6years Medium insolation Nb=8years High insolation Nb=6years
High insolation Nb=8years 
ESS capacity = 6 kWh
Low insolation Nb=6years Low insolation Nb=8years Medium insolation Nb=6years Medium insolation Nb=8years High insolation Nb=6years
NPV(PV+ESS) > 0 is denoted in italic. NPV(PV+ESS) > NPV(PV) is underlined and denoted in italic.
A reduction of 10% investment costs (scenario C low−opt inv,ESS ) gives an increase of NPV in a range that varies from 185 € with an ESS storage capacity of 1.5 kWh to 337 € with an ESS storage capacity of 6 kWh. When, instead, it shows a reduction of 20% (scenario C high−opt inv,ESS ), and the increase of NPV varies from 419 € to 673 €.
The negative results obtained in Figure 5 indicate that the increase of self-consumption leads to an increase of revenues smaller than the relative costs. In particular, NPV(ESS) has its maximum value equal to −399 € when is considered the C high−opt inv,ESS scenario with S = 3 kW, B = 6 kWh, t r = 1600 kWh/(m 2 ·year), N B = 8 years and ∆w self,c = 40% (see Figure 5 ). This value was, instead, equal to −985 € in the baseline scenario (see Figure 3) .
A 3-kW plant combined with energy storage is profitable in twenty-two case-studies (46%) and it is never verified with low levels of insolation (t r = 1300 kWh/(m 2 ·year)). As in the baseline scenario, the consumer never opts to install integrated PV-ESS. In fact, the maximum value of NPV(PV+ESS) equal to 1850 € is lower than NPV(PV) equal to 2249 €.
The BEP (in terms of ∆w self,c ) concerning scenarios C • 34-48% with the ratio B/S = 0.5 (the baseline value is equal to 15%).
• 38-54% with the ratio B/S = 1.0 (the baseline value is equal to 20%).
• 41-61% with the ratio B/S = 1.5 (the baseline value is equal to 30%).
• 45->70% with the ratio B/S = 2.0 (the baseline value is equal to 40%). Lower battery costs than the baseline scenario ones have the effect of reducing the BEP values. The difference between baseline value and percentage obtained in previous figures is almost equal to 5% (calculated as difference between 45% and 40%), 11%, 18% and 19%, when ESSs with a capacity battery of 6 kWh, 4.5 kWh, 3 kWh and 1.5 kWh, respectively, are evaluated. Consequently, for the first two sizes, there is a reduction of seven point percentages compared to the baseline scenario, while it is equal to five point percentages for the other two sizes. Only one scenario has an ∆wself,c > 70%.
Energy Storage System-Subsidies
As highlighted in Section 2, the role of subsidies is able to support the economic feasibility of ESS in residential applications.
The subsidy chosen is the one used by the Lombardy (the first region in Italy that has implemented this incentivizing scheme). It provides funds non-repayable of up to 50% of the investments costs incurred for the installation of ESS during the initial phase of the project (year zero). Alternately, the same economic value is distributed in five constant rates during the first year of the project [57] . Consequently, two alternative scenarios are proposed in this sub-section:
• scenario R , in which subsidies are concentrated. In this scenario, another revenue equal to (50% · C , ) must be added in Equation (8) .
• scenario R , in which subsidies are distributed. In this scenario, another revenue equal (∑ ((50% · C , )/5)/(1 + r) ) must be added in Equation (8) .
Also, this analysis considers forty-eight case-studies determined by combinations of the following variables: Lower battery costs than the baseline scenario ones have the effect of reducing the BEP values. The difference between baseline value and percentage obtained in previous figures is almost equal to 5% (calculated as difference between 45% and 40%), 11%, 18% and 19%, when ESSs with a capacity battery of 6 kWh, 4.5 kWh, 3 kWh and 1.5 kWh, respectively, are evaluated. Consequently, for the first two sizes, there is a reduction of seven point percentages compared to the baseline scenario, while it is equal to five point percentages for the other two sizes. Only one scenario has an ∆wself,c > 70%.
Also, this analysis considers forty-eight case-studies determined by combinations of the following variables: Lower battery costs than the baseline scenario ones have the effect of reducing the BEP values. The difference between baseline value and percentage obtained in previous figures is almost equal to 5% (calculated as difference between 45% and 40%), 11%, 18% and 19%, when ESSs with a capacity battery of 6 kWh, 4.5 kWh, 3 kWh and 1.5 kWh, respectively, are evaluated. Consequently, for the first two sizes, there is a reduction of seven point percentages compared to the baseline scenario, while it is equal to five point percentages for the other two sizes. Only one scenario has an ∆w self,c > 70%.
• scenario R con ESS , in which subsidies are concentrated. In this scenario, another revenue equal to (50% ·C inv,ESS ) must be added in Equation (8) .
• scenario R dis ESS , in which subsidies are distributed. In this scenario, another revenue equal (∑ 4 t=0 ((50% ·C inv,ESS )/5)/(1 + r) t ) must be added in Equation (8) .
Also, this analysis considers forty-eight case-studies determined by combinations of the following variables:
• three levels of insolation.
• two lifetimes of the battery.
• four battery storage capacities.
• two estimations of subsidies.
The role of the increase of the self-consumption will be analyzed in BEP analysis. Also, in this step of the work, economics of ESS (Figure 8 ) and the financial feasibility of integrated PV-ESS (Table 5 The role of the increase of the self-consumption will be analyzed in BEP analysis. Also, in this step of the work, economics of ESS (Figure 8 ) and the financial feasibility of integrated PV-ESS (Table  5 ) are proposed separately. 
NPV(PV+ESS) > 0 is denoted in italic. NPV(PV+ESS) > NPV(PV) is underlined and denoted in italic.
The adoption of subsidies permits to reach a significant increase of NPV than the baseline scenario. It ranges from 871 € to 1254 € for ESS storage capacity of 1.5 kWh and 6 kWh considering the subsidies provided in one rate, respectively. However, it varies from 792 € to 1140 € when the subsidies are distributed in five constant rates. The economic feasibility of ESS-PV project is verified in thirty-two case-studies (67%).
This analysis provides two case-studies in which the profitability of integrated PV-ESS project is greater than one of the PV projects. A total of 2518 € (scenario S ) and 2404 € (scenario S ) with an ESS storage capacity of 6 kWh and the lifetime of 8 years in territories with high level of insolation (tr = 1600 kWh/(m 2 ·year)) are greater than 2249 € (see Figure 2 ). This result depends by the positive value linked to the adoption of ESS (see Figure 8) .
In fact, for the first time in this work, NPV(ESS) is positive in two case-studies previously defined. Furthermore, the losses linked to this choice are low (from −34 € to −281 €) in the situations concerning scenarios S and S with an ESS storage capacity of 6 kWh and: (i) 6 years useful lifetime of ESS in territories with tr = 1600 kWh/(m 2 ·year), or (ii) 8 years useful lifetime of ESS in territories with tr = 1450 kWh/(m 2 ·year).
The BEP analysis can be useful to define exactly the values of increase of self-consumption (∆wself,c) that permits to reach the profitability. This analysis is conducted for scenarios S ( Figure  9 ) and S ( Figure 10 ). It assumes the following min-max values: 
ESS capacity = 6 kWh
Low insolation Nb=6years Low insolation Nb=8years Medium insolation Nb=6years Medium insolation Nb=8years High insolation Nb=6years
NPV(PV+ESS) > 0 is denoted in italic. NPV(PV+ESS) > NPV(PV) is underlined and denoted in italic.
This analysis provides two case-studies in which the profitability of integrated PV-ESS project is greater than one of the PV projects. A total of 2518 € (scenario S con ESS ) and 2404 € (scenario S sub ESS ) with an ESS storage capacity of 6 kWh and the lifetime of 8 years in territories with high level of insolation (t r = 1600 kWh/(m 2 ·year)) are greater than 2249 € (see Figure 2 ). This result depends by the positive value linked to the adoption of ESS (see Figure 8) .
In fact, for the first time in this work, NPV(ESS) is positive in two case-studies previously defined. Furthermore, the losses linked to this choice are low (from −34 € to −281 €) in the situations concerning scenarios S con ESS and S sub ESS with an ESS storage capacity of 6 kWh and: (i) 6 years useful lifetime of ESS in territories with t r = 1600 kWh/(m 2 ·year), or (ii) 8 years useful lifetime of ESS in territories with t r = 1450 kWh/(m 2 ·year).
The BEP analysis can be useful to define exactly the values of increase of self-consumption (∆w self,c ) that permits to reach the profitability. This analysis is conducted for scenarios S con ESS ( Figure 9 ) and S sub ESS ( Figure 10 ). It assumes the following min-max values:
• 28-39% with the ratio B/S = 0.5 (the baseline value is equal to 15%).
• 31-44% with the ratio B/S = 1.0 (the baseline value is equal to 20%).
• 34-56% with the ratio B/S = 1.5 (the baseline value is equal to 30%).
• 37-61% with the ratio B/S = 2.0 (the baseline value is equal to 40%).
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Figure 9. Sensitivity analysis (scenario S ). BEP for integrated PV-ESS. BEP is in %.
Figure 10. Sensitivity analysis (scenario S ). BEP for integrated PV-ESS. BEP is in %.
BEP analysis confirms the key-role of subsidies; in fact, the application of an incentive scheme permits a significant reduction of BEP values. Excluding two case-studies previously defined, in which BEP varies from 37% to 38% (lower than 40%) and consequently with an NPV(PV+ESS) > NPV(PV), the difference between the baseline value and the percentage obtained in the previous figure is almost equal to 2% (obtained with the difference between 42% and 40%), 4%, 11% and 13%, when ESSs with a capacity battery of 6 kWh, 4.5 kWh, 3 kWh and 1.5 kWh, respectively, are evaluated.
Photovoltaic System
In this sub-section variations of the critical variables concerning the PV system are proposed [40] . The following scenarios are analyzed- Figure 11: • p , and p , , where the electricity purchase price is equal to 17 cent €/kWh and 21 cent €/kWh, respectively.
• p , and p , , where the electricity sales price is equal to 12-13 cent €/kWh and 8-9 cent €/kWh, respectively.
• C , and C , , where the specific investment cost is equal to 1800 €/kW and 1600 €/kW, respectively.
• TaxDu-br, where the specific tax deduction is equal to 36%. • 28-39% with the ratio B/S = 0.5 (the baseline value is equal to 15%).
Figure 9. Sensitivity analysis (scenario S ). BEP for integrated PV-ESS. BEP is in %.
Figure 10. Sensitivity analysis (scenario S ). BEP for integrated PV-ESS. BEP is in %.
Photovoltaic System
• TaxDu-br, where the specific tax deduction is equal to 36%. BEP analysis confirms the key-role of subsidies; in fact, the application of an incentive scheme permits a significant reduction of BEP values. Excluding two case-studies previously defined, in which BEP varies from 37% to 38% (lower than 40%) and consequently with an NPV(PV+ESS) > NPV(PV), the difference between the baseline value and the percentage obtained in the previous figure is almost equal to 2% (obtained with the difference between 42% and 40%), 4%, 11% and 13%, when ESSs with a capacity battery of 6 kWh, 4.5 kWh, 3 kWh and 1.5 kWh, respectively, are evaluated.
In this sub-section variations of the critical variables concerning the PV system are proposed [40] . The following scenarios are analyzed- Figure 11: • p , where the electricity sales price is equal to 12-13 cent €/kWh and 8-9 cent €/kWh, respectively.
• C low−opt inv,unit and C high−opt inv,unit , where the specific investment cost is equal to 1800 €/kW and 1600 €/kW, respectively.
• TaxD u-br , where the specific tax deduction is equal to 36%. The profitability of PV plants is always verified, as highlighted in Figure 2 . From one side, the greatest positive changes of NPV are generated by a reduction of 20% of investment costs and it is equal to 353 € per kW installed. From the other side, the greatest negative variation of NPV is verified if the legislator opts to set the specific tax deduction equal to 36% (in fact, the baseline scenario provides a value equal to 50%, that is a policy support to the PV market). It is equal to 238 € per kW installed. Consequently, also the increases of self-consumption present different values in financial terms and therefore the economics of ESS are modified.
This analysis considers one hundred and sixty-eight case-studies determined by combinations of the following variables:
•
Four battery storage capacities. • Seven PV business case studies. Figure 12 proposes the economics of ESS, and the profitability of integrated PV-battery systems is defined in Table 6 . 
S(I) S(II) S(III) S(IV) S(V) S(VI) S(VII)
ESS capacity = 1.5 kWh
Low insolation Nb=6years Low insolation Nb=8years Medium insolation Nb=6years Medium insolation Nb=8years High insolation Nb=6years
High insolation Nb=8years The profitability of PV plants is always verified, as highlighted in Figure 2 . From one side, the greatest positive changes of NPV are generated by a reduction of 20% of investment costs and it is equal to 353 € per kW installed. From the other side, the greatest negative variation of NPV is verified if the legislator opts to set the specific tax deduction equal to 36% (in fact, the baseline scenario provides a value equal to 50%, that is a policy support to the PV market). It is equal to 238 € per kW installed. Consequently, also the increases of self-consumption present different values in financial terms and therefore the economics of ESS are modified.
•
Four battery storage capacities.
Seven PV business case studies. Figure 12 proposes the economics of ESS, and the profitability of integrated PV-battery systems is defined in Table 6 . The profitability of PV plants is always verified, as highlighted in Figure 2 . From one side, the greatest positive changes of NPV are generated by a reduction of 20% of investment costs and it is equal to 353 € per kW installed. From the other side, the greatest negative variation of NPV is verified if the legislator opts to set the specific tax deduction equal to 36% (in fact, the baseline scenario provides a value equal to 50%, that is a policy support to the PV market). It is equal to 238 € per kW installed. Consequently, also the increases of self-consumption present different values in financial terms and therefore the economics of ESS are modified.
• Four battery storage capacities. • Seven PV business case studies. Figure 12 proposes the economics of ESS, and the profitability of integrated PV-battery systems is defined in Table 6 . ESS capacity = 1.5 kWh
Low insolation Nb=6years Low insolation Nb=8years Medium insolation Nb=6years Medium insolation Nb=8years High insolation Nb=6years
ESS capacity = 6 kWh
Low insolation Nb=6years Low insolation Nb=8years Medium insolation Nb=6years Medium insolation Nb=8years High insolation Nb=6years
NPV(PV+ESS) > 0 is denoted in italic. NPV(PV+ESS) > NPV(P V) is underlined and denoted in italic.
The profitability of integrated PV-ESS is verified only in sixty-one case-studies (36%). However, in these results also, the consumer will prefer to install only a PV plant. The maximum NPV(PV+ESS) is equal to 2323 € in C high−opt inv,unit scenario, which is lower than NPV(PV) equal to 3308 € reported in Figure 11 . Furthermore, it can be seen that three scenarios (C low−opt inv,unit , C high−opt inv,unit and TaxD u−br ) have the same variation due to mathematical model proposed in Table 2 , in which there is a linear relationship among the variables examined.
The analysis of PV business case studies shows that the greatest variation is verified with p s,pes t scenario, if ESS capacity is equal to 1.5 kWh or 3 kWh, while for other two sizes (4.5 kWh and 6 kWh) it is linked to p c,opt t scenario. A defined ESS' size able to use stored energy reaches better financial performances, when is evaluated against an increase of the energy bill cost. In fact, the application of integrated PV-battery systems allows for avoiding these costs.
The advantages of self-consumption can be obtained also through the reduction of the selling price of energy (that is lower than the electricity purchase price in the baseline scenario, see Table 2 ). For example, a 3-kW plant with t r = 1450 kWh/(m 2 ·year) has an increase of NPV equal to 1329 € and 1643 € when is hypothesized a ∆w self,c = 20% in p low−opt inv,unit , C high−opt inv,unit and TaxD u−br (Figure 17) , assumes the following min-max values:
• 33-48% with the ratio B/S = 0.5 (the baseline value is equal to 15%).
• 37-54% with the ratio B/S = 1.0 (the baseline value is equal to 20%).
• 45->70% with the ratio B/S = 2.0 (the baseline value is equal to 40%). , C , and TaxD (Figure 17 ), assumes the following min-max values:
• 45->70% with the ratio B/S = 2.0 (the baseline value is equal to 40%). The difference between the baseline value and the percentage obtained in previous figures is almost equal to 4% (calculated as difference between 44% and 40%), 10%, 17% and 18%, when ESSs with a capacity battery of 6 kWh, 4.5 kWh, 3 kWh and 1.5 kWh, respectively, are evaluated. These values are present in p , scenario. In fact, the increases of avoided costs in energy bills favors investments in the PV sector. Thirty-two case-studies have a value greater than 70% and consequently the profitability is never reached.
Discussion
Some citizens, researchers and policy-makers have criticized the subsidies given to PV sources. The development of this sector (which, among renewable resources, presents the first growth rate in recent years) and its diffusion in all countries (also if the current installed PV power is concentrated only in some territories) confirm the advantages linked to the use of solar energy.
Environmental improvements are defined by the significant reduction of GHG emissions than the use of fossil fuels and in addition, the Paris Agreement requires new actions to be implemented. The PV source plays a key-role in the transition towards a low-carbon society in the residential sector. All citizens can contribute to reach this goal, and at the same time, new business models are proposed (e.g., prosumer). The difference between the baseline value and the percentage obtained in previous figures is almost equal to 4% (calculated as difference between 44% and 40%), 10%, 17% and 18%, when ESSs with a capacity battery of 6 kWh, 4.5 kWh, 3 kWh and 1.5 kWh, respectively, are evaluated. These values are present in p , scenario. In fact, the increases of avoided costs in energy bills favors investments in the PV sector. Thirty-two case-studies have a value greater than 70% and consequently the profitability is never reached.
Environmental improvements are defined by the significant reduction of GHG emissions than the use of fossil fuels and in addition, the Paris Agreement requires new actions to be implemented. The PV source plays a key-role in the transition towards a low-carbon society in the residential sector. All citizens can contribute to reach this goal, and at the same time, new business models are proposed The difference between the baseline value and the percentage obtained in previous figures is almost equal to 4% (calculated as difference between 44% and 40%), 10%, 17% and 18%, when ESSs with a capacity battery of 6 kWh, 4.5 kWh, 3 kWh and 1.5 kWh, respectively, are evaluated. These values are present in p c,opt t scenario. In fact, the increases of avoided costs in energy bills favors investments in the PV sector. Thirty-two case-studies have a value greater than 70% and consequently the profitability is never reached.
Environmental improvements are defined by the significant reduction of GHG emissions than the use of fossil fuels and in addition, the Paris Agreement requires new actions to be implemented. The PV source plays a key-role in the transition towards a low-carbon society in the residential sector. All citizens can contribute to reach this goal, and at the same time, new business models are proposed (e.g., prosumer).
The reduction of costs has made photovoltaic power into a competitive resource. The International Energy Agency Report 2015 has defined the costs of generating electricity for several energy resources. Considering OECD countries, LCOE for solar PV residential varies from 0.09 €/kWh to 0.34 €/kWh. Instead, the range of values for natural gas and coal is equal to 0.06-0.13 €/kWh and 0.06-0.11 €/kWh, respectively. The authors have observed as the cheapest technology changes in function of several conditions. At the same time, PV source is competitive with other resources and the technological development is able to reduce its LCOE.
This study has proposed a quantitative analysis regarding the application of ESS applied to PV plants. Literature analysis proposes several works on this topic and this can be read from two points of view. The first, that ESS is a topic extremely useful to the energy sector towards the development of decentralized energy systems and smart grids. The second, that new economic analysis are useful because the development of ESS is currently not high and several works try to show which conditions are required for profitability.
The intermittent nature of the PV source is a limit, and technological solutions able to synchronize supply and demand of energy are useful. The application of ESS moves towards this direction. However, also the use of intelligent machinery and/or a greater attention of consumer to use them during high peaks of the solar production permit to reach this goal.
Some countries have adopted subsidies for ESS. This work does not examine the adequacy of this choice that can be supported by a Cost-Benefit Analysis. This work proposes a DCF analysis in order to consider only cash flows and not the economic value of externalities. The production of ESSs determine certainly the release of GHG emissions and its environmental benefit is verified when the grid is not able to absorb all the energy produced.
Results obtained in this work confirm ones reported in literature review (see Section 2). In fact, the profitability of integrated PV-ESS is verified in several case studies but their NPV is lower than one obtained by the same PV plant. In this way, consumers opt to install only PV plant because is a profitable project and at the same time can support the contrast to climate change.
Their profitability is increased when the share of self-consumption reaches higher values and the economic advantages of ESS depends by several conditions. In fact, using only the subsidized fiscal rate equal to 50% (instead of 36), the integrated system is not interesting from an economic point of view. A BEP analysis defines the exact value of increase of the share of self-consumption following the adoption of ESS to make the integrated PV-ESS system more convenient than PV one. Also, the application of new subsidies, e.g., funds non-repayable given to consumers in function of investment costs incurred, that can be proposed in one initial rate or in five constant rates can support the development of the sector, but this political choice should be justified also from a social perspective. At the same time, a reduction of investment costs and an adequate value of ESS size can increase the profitability of integrated PV-battery systems.
Conclusions
PV power source is a strategic player in the global electricity market. The current electricity transition is driven by increases in installed capacity of solar PV (+99 GW in 2017 with an increase of 32.7% from 2016). This work confirms that the profitability of PV plants or PV-battery systems depends strictly by the share of self-consumption.
A well-known methodology (DCF) is applied and the profitability of PV plants is verified in several scenarios. In fact, BEP analysis defines that for a 3-kW plant NPV is equal to 0 when the share of self-consumption varies from 8% to 18% in function of levels of insolation. Currently, several works in the literature use a baseline scenario in which this value is assumed equal to 30%. NPV varies from 263 to 750 € per kW installed and alternative scenarios give solidity to results obtained (NPV can be also equal to 1103 € per kW installed). These results show that the PV systems are profitable also in a market without direct subsidies, as FIT but using a subsidized fiscal deduction equal to 50% (instead of 36%).
The following step of the work is to evaluate the economic result following the application of lead-acid batteries. An integrated PV battery system is profitable in some scenarios, but its profitability is almost always lower than one of PV plant. In fact, NPV(PV+ESS) is greater than NPV(PV) only in two scenarios (in which subsidies are provided). Regarding the variables of ESS there is an increase of NPV, when the plant is installed in a territory with high levels of insolation, with a greater lifetime of batteries and with an adequate capacity of ESS.
The unprofitable result that confirms the literature review not depends only by high costs of investment, but also by uncertainty regarding the increase of energy self-consumption. For this motive, a BEP analysis tries to support this limit. This value must be at least equal to 39%, 43%, 48% and 52% with an ESS of 0.5, 1.0, 1.5 and 2.0 kWh per installed kW of PV power, respectively. In the last case, considering a baseline value in which w self,c is equal to 40% a difference of 12% is detected. Alternative scenarios confirm this trend and the results more convenient are obtained when the subsidies are applied. The minimum values (∆w self,c ) obtained are equal to 28%, 31%, 34% and 37%, with an ESS of 0.5, 1.0, 1.5 and 2.0 kWh per installed kW of PV power, respectively.
PV plants is always profitable in scenarios analyzed in this work, while when is applied an ESS, only 40% of scenarios have a positive NPV. The comparison between two typologies of investment shows that only in 2 of 336 case studies examined (0.006%), integrated PV-ESS project is more profitable than PV system. Funding: This research received no external funding.
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